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September 23, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, ChAirman
Federal Communications Commission
Room 802
1919 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Dear Hr. Chairman:

The- purpose of thi. letter i. to advi.e you of the fundamental concerns of

meaabers of the South carolina congres8.ional delegation about a "Billed Party

Preference" ("B1'1''') Proposal now pending before the Federal CClllJlunications

Commission ("JICC"), CC Docket No. 92-77.

Pay tele,pbone and otber qperator assisted callers utilizing 0+ service now

have the option of using the long'-distance carrier provided by the telephone

'ow.ner or dialing an access code to reach tbe caller'. preferred long-distance

carrier. Proponents of BPI' say the proposal, it approved, would direct 0+

calls autanatically to the long-distance carrier cbosen by the billed party,

tbus bypassing the long-distance carrier chosen by the pay tel~one provider

or the calling party. While on the surface this proposal awears to be

benign and inconsequential, it actually has significant negative consequences
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both generally and to our State. We request that you fully examine those

consequences before you act.

The well documented, very high cost of this proposal is particularly

burdensome to South Carolina consumers in light of the illusory benefits

promised, which are larg'ely duplicative of tho.e benefits provided by the

1990 Telephone Operator Consumer Services Improvement Act ("TOCSIA"), and is

thus not in the public interest. We note that our State Office of

Information Resource., which m.nages South Carolina's telecommunications

program and bas filed comments with the Commission opposing the BPP Proposal,

bas received only one CCIIplaint trOlfl the geeral public .ince 1989 even

though there are bundreda ot thousands of 0+ ..-y telephone call. nNlde

annually. TOCSIA a. cl.rly made an impact in -.king pay telephone ra tes

more caarpetitive. Re.ort to Billed Party Pre~eretJCe i. ~ar too costly a

____ re8POn.e to isolated iJlc1dent. ot CCIIIIFet1tive abu.e.

The 10•• o~ reYeDua to our State i~ the spp p~J 1. iJlpJ-.eJ2ted is

caa.ervativeJy _t~cad to .be at l ••t $4 .1lJiaa per)'Mr. 2'Jle State ot

South c.roJJlJa maiDtaiJIs and operate. over 1, !JOO pay telepbone. statewide.

The rev ..i.. ,..rated by CCIIIJ)etitive contracta tor the ill.tallation and

operation o~ the.. teleplJoca•• are returned to tJJe agencie. on wIlo•• premises

. tbe telephon•• are Jocated and the net e~~ece 1. that the•• revel2u.s serve as

vital tunding for u••ful progr.... otherwise sera..,.. ~or ~ua. Tb••e

our State obliterated with th. onset ot BPP.



Honorable Reed Hundt
September 23, 1994
Page 3

In addition to the substantial loss of revenues, implementation of BPP for

inmate pay telepbones at prison facilities would result in public safety

concerns. Inmates' access to telephone service must be regulated to avoid

fraudulent and harassing calls to the public and law enforcement officials.

Therefore, BPP should not be implemented for pay phones at prison facilities.

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns and look forward to learning

about tbe Commission'S plans for further consideration of tbis issue.

Sincerely,
"

~~• ...&.
Strom Thurmond, U.S.S.
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